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¯ Bases its forecast for fi~re urban demand on Bulletin 160-98, ~ than ar~ outlook
more consistent with the ~nds across the state towards mo~e e~cient water use and
louver i~�~ capita consum~pdon;

¯ Inadequately addr~ses enviromnental justice concerns for urbaxt communities
including contazni~ted fish, exclusion old, oxen as a parameter of concern, urban
sources of mezcury, and in’eased ]poll~ioa ot"the south bay resulting from redu~d
circulation and excessive diversions flora the system.

¯ Walks ~ma]~ ~rom an oppo~ty to axIopt an a¢co~abi~ty! �~or~ment schema� to
ctwb contamination’of the watershed. State and federal agencies each empowered
w~th a fragment of the pollutiort solution (for the ecosystem and for peopIe’s health)
could come fomefidly together under CALFED with a mutual enforcement and
cooperation pact. Instead the current plan upholds the status quo of fragmented and
poorly funded inadeq~te implcm~t~on of environmental laws.

Alternatives Analysis:
CALFED excludes an alten~ive based on a reduction of ¢x~oxts even though such an
alternative couId mcct water quality objectives a~d provide needed flows to the
ecosystem for fiaheries t~.~.ovcry. Supply rel~biIity objeutives ~mder tIds
would include aggressive conservation, reclamation and recycling combined with pricing
refo~ an appropriately co~-txairted transfe~ system and an exchange progt-am to
water use to maximize water quality.

Specific Commenta on Water Quality:
Drinking Water
~ has failed to adequately d~elop its plan for addressing h~w ~o protect the
htalth of tho$~ who currently r~ly on the delta for all or part of their drinking u~atzr.
During the Pha~e II ~akehMder discussions in December 1998, all l~’esent agr~h to
work towards a goal ofprot~ting public health in the drinking water provid~l by those
systems tha~ now rely or~ the Delta source. Inid~dly., urban water districts favomcI an
a]~proac~ ba~¢d ou cont~m~ous improwment of somce water q~aHty ~n the Delta with
regard to total organic ~arbon and bromide--including adopting specific tazgcts of 3.0
ppm for TOC and 50ppb for bromide. Two ~mportant concepts were added to this
approauh wldch were key to its successfifi ad~ptiqn:
1o The specific targets would be reviewed base.A on new information about health effects

a~d ~-’~atm¢~’~ technology likely to be a,~ailable over the 7 year ~tage 1 l~ne horizon.
2. CALFED would pursue analysis, development and implementation of a suite of

actions (so~rue control, w~ter manageme~, l~.atment, alternative sources) that would
h~ve the "equivalent" impact on protecting public health if such measures were
deemed cost effective.

Un£ormnately, it appears that time and resources in the interim have favored achievement
of source water quality targets L~ th¢ Delta. "Continuous.improvement" of sm~rce water
q~mlity has become the "end" not a means. The dr~ (~cl~ding ~e Phase II repo~ filain
do~umcn6 implemvntation appendix, and Water Quality Appendix) make rvgulax
r~feren¢¢ to impzo~¢mcnts in s~urc~ wate~ qualiW a~ determinant, and often fuil ~o
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Sel~;c~d specific parameters:
Mereury: Th~ program is focused ~clusively on the remediation of mines. While
min~s are a significant source of mercury, other sources are barely touched upon in the
plan. The plan calls for, "d~:nnining the relative contributions ofvarious sources
(mercury mines, hydraulic mining debris and r~cyclin~ from deposifional ar~s)." But
what abou~ m~cury containi~ products, waswwaWr discharges, and urban runoff? And
nowhere does the plan discuss th~ many airbom~ sourc~ of mercury such as cement
kilns, oil refin~-ies, incinerators a~d diesel u’ucks. The plan to study the mercury
problem needs to thoroughly deal with all sources of mercury.

S~ondly, the plan indicates tlmt there will be five years of data coIIecfioa and evaluation
before r~nediation and risk man~=nent stra1~gi~ are deveIoped. Yet we already know
that m~rcury leveIs throughout the Bay and Delta are too high, and fish are unsafe to eat.
Many people, especially ~hose who are economically disadvantaged, depend on mercury-
laden fish today, and the ecosystem continues to d~..riora~ as fish and animals show
high mercury levels. There is no reason to wait five years b~fore making policy
recommendations and hnplcmenting programs to begin to get mercury out of the waste
stream and out of the air.

The amount of mercury that g~ts into the Bay and Delta can be reduced by imp|emcnfing
pollution prevention programs, tighter air pollution standards, product labeling, take back
programs and education. We know raercury is a sevvr¢ly toxic element that causes
neurological damage, so let’s not miss the opportunity to get started on cleaning it up.

Pesticides: We applaud Calfed’s decision to expand the workplan beyond diazinon and
chlorpyrifos---to include all pesticides with the potcntialto impair b~ficial uses. The
stated purpose of this program �lement is to establish methods by which toxicity linked
with current pesticide usage can bc �lim~ated. We find it hard 1;o i_m~ne that t~is can
be accomplished through the program as descrt~bed. It is simply not enough to reduce the
impacts of pesticides without also talking about alternatives to reduce use and overall
loading. CALI~ED fimd~g has supported some all~rn~tivvs tv pesticide i~t~nsiv¢
practices such as the BIOS program.., these should b~ ~-xpande~L For example, fimding
could be priori~izcd to go to those programs ~ mduc~ pesticide use and Ioadings ahead
of funding management practices focuse.A solely on reducing impacts without r~ducing
use. S~nt under separate cov~ for inclusion in the record, wc are ~ncluding a r~port by
Susan Kegley of the Pesticide Action Network dealing with the impacts of organo
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phospl~e pesticides in stirt’ar~ waters of California. We think it’s a pretly oonvin~ing
ease for a ~ougher s~r.e by CALFED on what is cle~ly a hu~ problem in th~ Bay Del~
system.

Sd©nium: The problem’/dent,�at/on and workplaa for s~l~ittm ~s one of the more
promising. However, we have serious reservations about the’use ofconstrt~�~l wetlands
for trea~ent refinery discharges high in sele~.ium, wi~h a pr~ipal fear that this will
create ~ toxic hotspots for wildlife similar to lh¢ disaster at Kesterson from ag dmin~e.

Thank you again ~or ~ oppol’ttmity to r.~mm~t on Ibis important program, w~ look
fonv~-d to r.on~inui~ to work with CALFED to d~clop a truly compreh~ive and far
l~a~h~g soludon to the many water problems t’sced by those who depend on ~he Bay
Delta.

Sincerely,

California Dirc~or

TOTAL P. 85
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